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the grounds that the order in which it was embodied did not disclose
which of the officials of the Board actually decided the appeal; that
he, the plaintiff, did not have an opportunity of being heard orally
by that official; that he was not permitted to see the report of the
inspector who conducted the public enquiry on behalf of the Board.
It was held by the House of Lords, reversing the Court of Appeal, that
Arlidge could not object to the order on these grounds, since Parlia- •
ment having entrusted judicial duties to an executive body must be
taken, in the absence of any declaration to the contrary, to have in-
tended it to follow the procedure which was its own and was necessary
if it was to be capable of doing its work efficiently. Furthermore,
Parliament had empowered the Board to frame rules to regulate its
own procedure. So long as the officials dealt with the question
referred to them without bias, and gave the parties an opportunity
of presenting the case in adequate form, the Board could follow its
own particular methods of procedure which were necessary, if it
were to do its work efficiently, even though that procedure did not
follow meticulously that of a court of law.
Similarly in Board of Education v. Rice, [1911] A.C. 179, Lord
Loreburn laid it down that in disposing of an appeal the Board of
Education was bound to act in good faith and to listen fairly to
both sides, since that was a duty which lay on everyone who decided
anything. The Board was not, however, bound to follow the pro-
cedure of a trial. It could obtain information in any way it thought
best, always giving a fair opportunity to those who were parties in
the controversy to correct or contradict any relevant statement
prejudicial to their view.
When the courts are competent to adjudicate upon a dispute Rules of
between a citizen and a public authority, i.e. when the public autho-
rity in the exercise of its discretionary powers is under a duty to act
judicially and cannot simply determine the issue by an administrative
decision, the rules of natural justice must be observed. A man must
not be judge in his own cause. Both sides must be heard (audi
alteram parterri). These rules do not admit of precise definition.
They have been described by Lord Selborne in Spackman v. Com-
missioners of Public Works (1885), 10 App. Cas. 229.
**No doubt in the absence of special provisions as to how the person
who is to decide is to proceed the law will imply no more than that
the substantial requirements of justice shall not be violated. He
(the administrator) is not a judge in the proper sense of the word;
but he must give the parties an opportunity of being heard and stating
their case and their view. He must give notice that he will proceed
with the matter and he must act honestly and impartially and not
under the direction of some other person or persons to whom the
authority is not given by law. There must be no rr^jyeEsaiioa of any
kind. There would be no decision within the meaning of the statute
if there were anything of that sort done contrary to the essence of
justice."
Again, Swift, J., explained the duty of a person holding a public

